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CHAPTER I

BACKGROUND

The results of the citywide standardized achievement tests in reading
conducted annually {n the New York City schools vary from school to schoo.
in generally predictable fashion, This fact is well known to the profes-
sfonal staff, and the reccords of the Bureav of Fducational Research show
that it has been true from the early days of standardized testing., The
pattern of results {3 quitc understandable in the light of what is known
concerning the factors fnfluencing test results,

Sotioecononic conditions cxercise a strong effect on the success of
children in school., Such potent causes as poverty, foreign language back-
ground, and poor health can greatly retard learning, Conversely, soclal
advantage~ promote learning, In general, the scores on the citywide tests
arc lower in poor arcas of the city, and higher in middle clasz and wealthy
areas, liespite extra ef.orts and increased expenditures in schools in
disadvantaged areas, the tendency persists for reading test results to vary
with socioeconomic condftions.

The Problenm

Against this well-established background of low test scores in schools
in deprived areas, certain schools were noted to be exceptions. Although
these schools in slum districts seemingiy faced the same socfal obstacles
to ceducation, the school reading test results were gsomewhat better than had
come to be expected for such schools. The provotative quest{on suggestued
itsclf: What were the methods and procedures uscd in these exceptional
schools which produc<d uncxpectedly good results on the citywide reading

tests? If the specific methods could de pinpointed, ft emight be possidble

to use this knowledge 1o imptove education in other disadvantaged sclools.



After cexploriatory discusston, {t was decided to undertake a joint

study sponsorcd by the Board of Education of the City of New York and the
New York Ste".: Edication Department., Dr. J. Wevne Wrightstone, then
Assistant Superintendent, Officce of Research, and Dr. lLorac Woallatt,
Assocfate Commissfoner for Rescarch and Evaluation, New York Stale Educa-
tion Department, werc asked to draw up a plan of cvaluation [or the
approval of Dr. Bernard E. Donovan, then New York City Supcrinteandent of
Schools and Dr. James E. Allen, Jr., at t.ct time Commissioner of Educa-
tion of the State of New York. Dr. Seelig Lester, Deputy Superintendent
for Instruction and Curricu:um, was in charge of administrativce aspects
of the program for New York City. Dr. Richard McCowan was Chicf of the
Bureau of School and Cultural Rescarch and administered the activities

of the Education Department.

Research Desfgn

In broad aspect the resecarch design s bascd on a compatison of
sclected schools in disadvantaged areas. As planned, each pair of scheols
was chosen 80 as to be similar in the ethnic composition of the pupil popu-
lation and low income status of the family. The two paired schools Jdif-
frred {n that one had a record of higher scores. The specific method of
selection will be described later in the report.

It {8 important to note that the study, as planned, includes the
posaibility that the schools which appear to be matched in socioeconomic
status on the basis of normally available information, might in fact be
found to differ in this respect after snalysis of the more complete evi-
dence tevealed by this study.

Several hypotheses were postulated as to the causes of the differences
in teading scores, and the hypotheses were tested by means of appropriate

fnstrwments and procedutes.




Hypotheses

The main hypothescs formulated for the comparative study are listed
below. PEach s stated as a1 causc or condftion to be evaluated as an
cxplanation, or partial evplapation, of the superiority of the reading
scores of the high-achieving schools,

1. The methods and procedures of the recading program in the
higher achicving school are superfor,

2. The general educational program developed under the leader-
ship of the principal is superior in the higher achieving
school,

3. The higher achieving school enjoys more favorable communfity
conditions and better school-community relations,

4. The psychological climate of the higher achieving school f{s
superior in that the pupils cxhibit better attitudes toward
each other,

5. The psychological climate of the higher achieving school is
superfor in that the profussional staff is motivated by
attitudes more conducive to a good educational program,

Procedures
The procedures used to test the hypotheses will be briefly described
in the order in which the hypotheses are listed above.

Method3s and Procedures of the Reading Programe=The main source of data

was a day-long olsctvation ol the school reading program by tecams of reading
specialists. Fach team was composed of one specfalist from the New York
City school system and one from the New York Stete Bducation Departmant.

The obscrvations were puided by a detailed evaluative checklist, Observer

Guidc-Reading, a copy of which is found in Apperdix A,
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In ~ddition to the obscrvations of the team of specialists, the
teachers in the higher and lower achieving schools described their own
reading programs concerning the type of tcaching mcthod emphasized., They

followed the check list Appraising Growth in Reading, which appears in

Appendix B,

The General School Program=~A tean of gupervisors of ¢lementary

:education from the State Education Department assesscd the leadership of
the principal and his supervisory stafl and thefr success in administration
and supervisfon by means of a study of the school's cducational program as
a whole. The supervisors visited the schools, observed the school program
in actior, and conducted an extensive intcrview of the principals. Tihe
observational visit was preceded by a study of the results of a Principal's

Questionnairc (Appendix C) and a School Data Sheet (Appendix D) provided

by the Bureau of Educatfonal Research. The initial information providced
by the two latter instruments included such items as pupil register, pupil
mobility, teaching and supervisory staff, aud school participation in
specfal programs such as Flementary and Secondaty Fducatfon Act Title {

projects. An Observer Interview Guide (Appendix E) was designed to

structure the observations of the supervisors. Initially 3/ categories
were identified and described. These were later reduced to 26 categorices
each of which was evaluated on a five point rating scale from "low' to
"high." Paragraphs describing "low" and “high" designations are
included for each category.

The clementary supervisors made evaluative judgments and a critique
of the general schonl educational progtam on the basis of the above data.

School Coammunity-<the influence of the school commnity on the

educational program, and thus on reading, was inveatigated by means of



intervicws of the school community coordinators tamiliar with the schools
concerned, The interviewers were staff members of the Bureau of Educatfonal

Rescarch.  The inteiview generally followed the School-Comnunity Coordinator

Interview Guide (Appendix V), The results vere aunalyzed by tha intervicwers

as specified in a comparison fona (Appendix G). The community wa. consi-
dered both from the physical cenvironment, and as to the qualfty of commuunity
relations,

Pupfl Pcer Relationships--The climate of the schools in terms of the

psychological rctationship existing among the pupils was studied by means

of the administration and analysis of the Class Socfiometric Questionnaire

(Appeadix W), a refinement of the widely used Ohio Socfal Acceptance Scale

in all [ifth grade classcs,

School Orpinizational Climate--Using the Stern-Steinhoff Organizational

Climate Index (Appendix 1) the orpanizational climate was measured for the

schools being ¢ pared, The Index derives from the needs-press concepts

of H.A., Mucray .1 provides fndex tatings of a variety of school environ-
mental aspects rce indices were used to compiare the higher achieving
and the tower hie . ing schools,

Selection of Sciwols

In the inftial selection of schocls for the study, two indices were
usced:  the cthnie dlstrléutlon of the pupil register &nd the perceni of
pupils ctigibic for free lunch. The criterion for the initial sereening
for ethnic distribution was that a selected school have no more than 10
percent of the puplil register in the category "Other," The category
"Other" includcs all ethnfe. categorics other than Negro and Puerto Rican
and is prodomirantly White. The petcenit of children eligidble for free
lunch was used as an index of the 1w incowme status of the school. The

sclection limit sct in this rcpgard was that at least 25 percent of the

pupil replister be eligible for f[ree lunch.



From among the schools mecting the criteria for ethnic distribu-~

tion and from free lunch eligibility, schools were pair.. so that the
two were matchad on the socioeconomic indices, bui differed in that one
school had a record of higher achievement in reading compared to the |
other.

However, all of the schools in the study were below the 34th
percentile on the New York State Pupil Evaluaticn Program (PEP)

Test.1

Consequently, the findings of this study should be inter-
preted cautiously and apply only to schools with disadvantaged,
predominant1§ Negro student populations in ghetto neighhorhoods
with poor reading levels.

Table 1.1 summarizes the ethnic composition, socioeconomic

indices, and grade means by school on the Metropolitan Reading

Test for grades 2, 3, and 4.
Table 1.2 contains the mean of grade means, variance and sig-

nificance test (t) for the Metropolitan Reading Test for higher

versus lower achieving schools for grades 2, 3, and 4,
The results reported in table 1.2 veri{y that the two groups
of schools were significantly different in group reading means on

the Metvopolitan Reading Test. Dcspite reversal at the third grade

in the two pairs of schools, viz., palrs one and three, the results

were consistent for two administrations of the test.

l7he Pupil Evaluation Program (PEP) established in the fall
of 1965, is a statewide testing program which provides teachers,
schools, and the State Education Department with an annual inven-
tory of pupil achievement in arithmetic and reading in grades 1,
3, 6, and 9. The tests used in the program are tests of achieve-
ment based on New York State courses of study. The tests are
administered at the beginning of each school year to pupils in

O  every school in New York State.
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Table 1.2

Means, Standard Deviationg and Group Comparisons (t) for
Higher vs. Low¢r Reading Achievement Schools
or: the Metropolitan Reading Test

October 1966 April 1967

Grade Mean S.D. 2 Mean S.D. ta

HL 1,867  0.125 2.88 0,339
Y ¥

2 Low  1.683  0.107 2.739 2.35 o0.229 317
Low  2.350  0.150 3,17 0.249

HL  3.583  0.445 4,43 0.471 .

4 Low  3.133  0.213 2.234% 3.73  0.349 2:9%%% .

8one sided comparison, df=10

**p <.01
*p <. 05

G Y P e o



Table 1.3 presents data for grades 1 and 3 on the New York Stat

PEP tests for years 1965, 1966, and 1967 conmbined. Pair signiiicanc
tests were made on the mean of means for the 3 years prior to the
initiation of this study. Cradel pair differences were not signifi-
cant. This conforms to expeétation, i.e., reading growth is a func-
tion of the school program. The grade 1 scores reflect the influenc
of the home and environment. Since these were essentially the same
for both groups of schools, significant differences would not be
expected. The group comperison of differences produced results
identical with the pair tests, i.e., no significant grade 1 differ-
ences but significant grade 3 differences.

» It is evident from tables 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 that the schools
selected for the study are similar ip ethnic and socioeconomic
measures and different I{n terms of their reading levels. The pur-

pose of this study is to determine why these differences do in

fact =2xist between the two groups of schools.

(3

e

e
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Table 1.3

One-sided, Pair, and Group Comparisons of Means for
Higher vs. Lower Reading Achievement Scliools
for 1965, 1966, and 1967 PEP Reading Scores Combined

Fupil Evaluation Program Reading

Pair 1965, 1966, and 1967 Mean Schools Combined
Grade 1 Grade 3
Mean S.D. td Mean S.D. _ 2
1 Hi 39.44 16.09  .g.06 27.26 11.00 13.12%%
Low 39.51 14,67 17.89 9,96
) H{  42.2 24,11 1.3 23,70 12.8 3.05%%
Low  40.2 21.41 8 21.26 12.25
Hi 35,99 17.71 18.87 11.56 .
3 1.3 L 31k
Low  34.38  17.41 7 14.71  <€.55 °
4 Hi 38-73 16.66 1.20 23.76 12.0‘6 5.75%%
Low 37.46 14.78 19.43  10.12
5 Hi 37.24 14.16 1.28 19.57 10.08 2.20%
Hi  45.58 17.37 %  28.32 11.75 "k
6 Low  39.52  16.54 7.6 21.80  10.5 8.2
Hf.Group 39.70 4.55 0,917  23.58 3.52  2,75%
Low Group 37,77 2.18 18.80 2.39

a df 120 {n pair comparison
df=10 1in group: comparison

%k p ¢, 01
*p 05




CHAPTER TI

ANALYSIS OF SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES

Four areas were examined for their ability to account for the observed
differences in reading achievement between the schools matched on socio-
ethnic-cconomic variables. These were: Organizational Climate of the
Schools; Administrative Performance; School Community Influences; and
Peer-Pupil Relationships within the schools.

(rganizational Climate of the Schools

Organizational Climate refers to the "personality' of an organization,
The personality structure of an individual can be assessed, at least in
part, by asking him to describe his interests and preferences for different
kinds of activities, utilizing a particular theoretical construct. Simi-
larly, data may be obtained concerning the characteristics of an crganiza-
tion and the behavior of people in it from the systematic reports of an
observer or from the analysis of the consensual responses of individuals
working in the organization to questions dealing with its policies, pro-
cedures, and activities,

The Stern-Steinhoff Orgzanizational Climate Index (OCI) (Appendix I)

consists of 300 statements which describe the environment in which people
work, They arc stztements which refe: :0 daily activities, rules, regu-
lations and policies, to typical interests and projects, and to features
of the physical environment.

The OCl yields 30 scales which have been factor aralyzed to six
first order factors which will be enumerated below, The first five
factors combine to furm a second order factor (Area I) called Develdg-
ment Press which denotes the capacity of the organizational environment

- 11 -
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to support, satisfy, or reward self-actualizing bchavior. The combination
of factors one and two combined with factor six form another sccond order

factor (Area II) described as Control Press, which refers to those charac-

teristics of environmental press which inhibit or control paersonal cxpres-
siveness., The six first order factors are:

1) 1Intellectual Climate--concerns intellectual activity
social action, and personal cffectivencus

2) Achievement Standards--reflects press for achicvement
related to hard work, perserverance, etc,

3) Practicalness--an environmental dimension of practi-
cality tempered with friendliness

4) Supportiveness--deals with aspects of the organiza-
tional eavironment that respects the integrity of
the teacher as a person, but with the implication
that dependency needs are supported rather than
personal autonomy

5) Orderliness--concerns the press for organizational
structure, procedure, orderliness, and a respect
for authority

6) Impulse Control--refers to a high level of con-
straint and organizational restrictiveness.

The Organizational Climate Index was used to compare the higher

achieving school with the lower achieving school on the degree to which
the six basic factors and two areas are present or absent in ecach of the
10 ssmple schools. The purposc of the analysis of thesc factors in cach
of the five pairs of schools is to determinc how organizational climate
relates to the difference in academic achievement between the ‘ower
achieving and higher achieving schools. There are two principal ques-
tions involved. First, is there a significant difference between the

palred schools on the six factors and two arcas which constitute the
organizational climate in the schools? Secondly, how is the organiza-
" tional climate related to the differences in achievement between the

f{ve pairs of schools?
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The Organizational Climate Index was distributed to all tecachers

of the six pairs of schools by thefr building principals. Each tcacher
and principal received a copy of the OCL and a detailed set of instruc-
tions. The respondents did not have to identify themselves by name.
The completed questionniairves were returned to the Burcau of Educational
Rescarch by the building principals,

A total of 430 tecachers and principals completed the OCI. Of the
12 schools in the sample, 10 provided a sufficient response to be
included in the analysis. Interpretation of these data, therefore,
must take into account the representativeness of the subgroups completing
the questionnaire.

Table 2.1 presents the means, standard deviations, and two-~tailed
significance test (t) for thc.six first order factors of the OCI for
five of the six pairs of schools in the study. Pair Ay, By was omitted
since there was an insuf{ficient reuponse to analyze. Table 2.2 presents
the same statistics for the two sccond order factors. The results of
this analysis are ambiguous and difficult to interpret clearly since
the samc¢ factor was significant in different directions in many cases,
The means and variances were combined to overcome this difficulty and
to enable group comparisons. Thesc are prescented in table 2.3. Three
first order factors emerged from the analysis as being significant. In
the lower achieving schools, the supportivenmess, orderliness, and impulse
control factor scores were significantly higher than in the higher achiev-
ing schools. Significant group differences were found for Area 1,
Developmental Press, a second order factor. An inspection of means revcals

that the lower achieving schools have higher Developmental Press scores.
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TABLE 2.3

Group, Two-tailed Significance Tests (t) for Six First Order
and Two Second Order Factors on the OCI

Higher Achieving Lower Achieving
OCI Factor . Schools _ Schools ¢
X s.D. X S.D,
Intellectual 49,686 14,90 49,268 16.222 0.260202
Achievement 31,4572 8.41795( 30.1799 8.81473 1.43687
Practicalness 12,5957 3.13272 12,7931 3.21955 -0.60252
Supportiveness 53.9576 14,5785 59.8741 12.7633 -4.18675%%
Ordexliness 32.1649 9.3877 37.6234 7.51643] -6,22343%%
Impulse Control 30.0955 8.16993 32.005 6.93245 -2.44352%
Area 1
Development
Press 179.984 41,8248 189.739 46.2631 -2.22275%
Area 11
Control Press 88.8415 26.7553 92.5571 27.7807 -1.32088

** (.01
‘$os




The organizational climate of the lower achieving schools, based
on the evidence described, 1s one in which personal needs are supported
(Supportiveness). There is a press for organizational structure, pro-
cedure, orderliness, respect for authoritx’and & high level of constraint
and organizational restrictiveness (Impulse Control). 1In gencral, the
organizational climate in low achieving schools 18 one which. supports,

satisfies, and rewards conforming behavior.

Evaluation of Administrative Performance

It must be noted that all conclusions in the evaluation of administra-
tive performance, although made by highly qualified, experienced supervicors,
are subject to one or more of the following limitations:

1. The length of time available for o' ;ervations in each school
was limited to 1 day

2, No reliability data are available since only one observer
visited each school

3. The contlusions ~re somewhat limited by the validity of the
instrument entitled Observer Interview Guide

4. The observations werc designed to ascertain from the principal
responsible for the instructional program those features which
contributed to the academic performance of the children.
However, in several situations the principals were new to
the school and had been in tne posftion for less than a scmes-
ter. 1ln one case, the principal had only been in the school
for 3 weeks,

Characteristics of Lower Achieving Schools-~The observers concluded

that principals in low achieving schools differed from those in higher '
achieving schools in certain characteristics. Negative characteristics
were observed in the lower achieving schools collectively and were not
necessarily present in each school. Although negative characteristics
were also observed in higher achieving schools, they were lrfss frequent
and pervasive than in lower achfeving schools.

Academic success was limited in schools in which princtpais were

committed to the status quo and readily accepted low levels of student
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achievement. This attitude of resignation was typified by comments which
fmpliec nothing more could be done to enhance achfevement and that students
were performing optimally, The principals in lower achieving schools felt
their staffs were teaching well, Lut that the students still failed to
learn, Low achievement was frequently attributed to factors extrinsic to
the achool and related to the socioeconomic status of the student, such as
disintcrested parents, low moral standards, and cultural deprivation. On
occasfon, subtle references wecre made to the possibllity of genctically
infcrior intelligence.

Lower aciifeving schools more typically functicned in the authorftarian
atmosphere, Although lip service was pafd to delegating responsibility and
authority to the faculty, decision making rested with the principal. In
general, the principals had a paternalistic attitude toward staff, pupils,
and community. Observers were left with the impression that the admini-
strators felt they knew best what the students necdel, since they had many
yeara of experience in comparable nefghborhoods.

Little staff cooperatfon was obscrved., No concern with, staff develop-
ment activitiea was evidenced. Channeis of comtaunication were indistinct
and often nonexlstent. Consequently, fnstructional planning was limited
or tneffectual. The resultant academic prortams lacked flexibility and
focused upon little else other than subject mat'er. No prov.sions were
wade €or innovations or esperimentation. Staff membders readtily niccepted
a ceutrally develored curriculum and made little effort to adapt curcice
lum for local nceds. A related problem concerned + he lack of planning
for student activities which cvoive ftw? the nceds and interests of puplls.

Conparatively "ittie eliott wis devoted to frndividvallize Instruction

Consequently, total group Instruction predominatid and cach individaal in



a class tended to be fn the same book on the same page at the same time.
Seating patterns werec standard with movable furniture madc {immovable by
chofce. Instruction was teacher dominated with passfve fnvolvement by
pupils. Classroome tended to be cluttered, crowded, and frequently
available materials and text books were outdated and worn. Limited use
was madce of available instructional aids, such as audiovisual materials.

Community fnvolvement was either nonexistent or {neffectively organ-
{zed. Access to schools was limfted and communication ameng the professional
staff and parents was restricted. Little fnterest was evidenced {n attempts
to reshape attitudes or improve relationships. Principals spoke of the
fnevitability of the difficulties with which they were confronted and
seemed to feel that nothing could change the pupils, teachers, parents,
or community.,

Generally the climate in Jow achieving schools tended to be defeatist
and negative., Principals seemed involved in rules, regulations, and rou-
tines rather than the individual student. The {ustructional atmosphere
ves rigid and authorf:arfan. 1In short, educational leadership was un-
lnaginattve and traditionsl.

Characteristice of Higher Achfeving Schools--Higher achieving schools

tended €U have less disruptive environments, detter student control, and
brighter, more attractive bufldings and classrooms., School lunch programs
were adequate and well-planned, while these services were more pootly

ocrganfzed in lower achieving schools.

Although classroom tcaching processcs were classffied as tradfitional
in both categories of schools, Instruction in higher achieving schools was
pote imaginative and varicd. For example, seating atrangements were more
flexible and pupils patticipated mote actively {n learning situations.

Trachers setcaed to make wore cffective use of vartied materials and




attempted to usec tcam planning {n coordinating instruction. Library
programs were more active and involved larger numbers of students.

Parental involvement was positive and directed toward specific
achfevement goals, Such purposetnl fnvolvement seemed to contribute te
a cooperative attitude on the part of the parents, who tended to retnforce
the objectives of the schools., Student and parental values in higher
~chieving schools conformed more to expected, traditiona} and middle
¢lass attitudes. Parents were morec intimately fnvolved by the staff in
discussing school programs, but neither category of school enabled parent
groups to par.icipate in forming policy or determiufng currfculum.

Certain administrative characterfstics were fdentified in several
of the more educationally successful schools. A transactional lcader-
ship style in which there was a sharp definition of institutional expec-
tations without limfting the individually of personnel existed. Leadership
tended to be strong, and at times, almost authoritarian. The most
effective principals were highly organirzed, scemed able to handle con-
flicts eacily and created challenging goals for the staff., Efforts were
made to sct perfcrmance standards atd develop a continuous evaluative
program. Test results wete analyeed carefully and pertinent Information
was provided for the tcachers. The msjority of the principals {in the
more successful sctools were proud of their rapport with trachers &nd
parents and attempted to catablish a close relationship with the staft
by participating in activities such as playing bridge or eating lunceh
together,

Although not all principals in higher achieving schcols were equally
competent, a greater humber of characteristics which seemed to toti)tibute

to student growth were obsetvrd among this group. In generai, they were
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more devoted to the welfarc of the staff and the students. Although the
organizational climate of their schools tended to be more authorftarfan
and more highly structured, greater interest was exhibfted {1 {nnovative
programs. However, the observations were not uniformly consistent and
in certain cascs negative characteristics were observed. Conversely,
while the principals fn the lower achieving schools exhibited undesira-
ble characteristics much more consistently, in certain aspects of their
performance some individuals surpassed administrators in the higher
achieving schoois.

The Influence of the School Comaunity

The pafrs of schools studied were matched in ethnic composition and
in terms of the proportion of pupils eligible to rezeive free lunch.

While these two mataohing fndices are related to the socioeconomic status
of the pupil population, it i{s recognized that {t is quite possible for
the schools of each pair to differ in socioeconomic status, despite sfini-
larity in the two indices used.

Indeed, one of the hypotheses of the study fs that the scheools
excelling in reading may have benefited from better cormunity conditions.
There is clear evidence from previous rescarch that the quality of com-
munity support can affect jupil achievement markedly. For example,
negative support may take the extreme form of a schiool boy*ott which
virtually puts a complete ttop to atademic improvement. Less dramatic,
but still very potent, are such community forces as parental support of
the sthool program and gencral comrunity attitudes toward gchool activities,
school attendance, and t»e support of the teaching and supervisory staff.
Note impetsonal factors such as poor housing, ,overty, population ‘enzity,
and other ghetto disadvantages also have & strong, even {f indirect,

effect on pupll achlevement.
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The community influences may be divided into two catcgories. The
firse éomprises those community clements which are part of the relatively
perranent physical and social environmint and subject te chauge only aflter
long and difficult effort involving rebuilding and redevelopment. The
second category includes the community attitudes, vhich, to somc extent,
can be influecnced by the school staff by means of pupil activities, school
functions, parent organirzations and other aspects of school-community
relations,

The source of school-community data for the present study was an
interview of the schoolecommunity coordinator. The professionszl cmployces
serving in the posfition of school-community coordinator have special skills
in this function and devote full time to the activity. The cootrdinator
familiar with each of Lhe six pafrs of schools in the cumparison groups
was Sselected, in eact case, by the assistant superintendent in charge of
all school-community coordinators.

Qualified research assocfates and research assistants of the Bureau
of BEducatiunal Research interviewed the school-comrunity coordinators,

using the School-Community Coordinator Interview Cuide (Appendix F).

Conferences with the interviewers were held at the Bureau of Edu-
caticnal Research both before and after the fnterviews.

After the final conference, the interviewers analyzed the results
of the interviess on the basis o' the responses included on the Inter-
view Guide, their notes, and their recall of the interview., The basis

for the analysis was the Interview Comparison Form (Appendix G).

Nefther the interviewers nor the achool-community coordinators know
at anytime duting the judging and the analysis of the retults which school

had been selected as the relatively hizh achieving membet of the pair of
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schools.
Table 2.4 summarizes the results of the analysis of the school-
community coordinator {nterviews,

Quality of Housing--Considering the schools as a group, there is

little difference in the judgments as to quality of family housing betueen
the higher and lower achieving schools. Of the six comparisone, three
favored the higher achieving schools, two favored the lower achieving
schools and one pair was judged equal,

General Living Conditions-~Judgmerts concerning the general living

cenditions of the school communities follow a pattern similar to that fund
for quality of housing. Considerf{ng the schools as a group, threa higher
achieving schocls were judged superior, one lower achieving school was
superior, and for two paira there was no difference.

Community Attitudes--The results of the interviews were analysed for
four aspects of comunity attitudes: extent of parent participation; school
efforts to secure cooperation; parent image of the school; and support of
the school by community organizations.

There was very little difference between higher achieving and lower
achieving schools in extent of parent participation. Study of tadble 2.4
doee reveal that the higher achieving schodls are rated superior in
desirable attlitudes existing between school and community.

Individual Sthool Trends--The full value of the detafled {nformation
provided by school-comunity coordinator interviewers fa best realized by
consideration of individual school pairs. Each pair ray be compared in
terms of the results for tliese two schools a8 analyted in the ratings
given int able 2.4, arplified by the details of the interview ptototols,

School A) and School Ky ++In the deaign of the experiment, the

Superintendent of Schools requested that School A, be included decause
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of fts excellent scholastic record for a disadvantaged school. The matched
Scheol Bl' although considered the best match avaflable, is not an exact
counterpart,

On the basis of the school-community coordinator interviews it is
clear that School A} enjoys a community environment definitely superior to
that of School By, Many famflics in School A}, although Negro, are middle
clase, This 18 not true for School By. It is also evident from the inter-
views that the prirncipal of School A) cxerts a strong influence on the
school, which is universally considered the best school in that Harlem
district. School By, on the other hand, suffers from every disadvantage
associated with the ghetto.

School A2 and School Mm=-School Az was also selected by the Superin-
tendent of Schools to be included in the study in view of its record, and
School B, was chosen to match School A). The two schools secm well matched
fn terms of general character of the area. The main difference appears to
be the energy and innovative spitit of the principal of School A,. The
school has several special progrums such as Headstart and Prekindergarten,
and concentrates on the reading program. The following is a quotation
from the interview of the School-Community Coordinator:

At School A, the reading program is extremely successful.
Children are learning how to read. Everyone wants to attead

the school. Principal at School B, is a good '0le Time
Administrator.' hKe's not been involved in the community.

School A_ and_School B --This pair of schools appesars closely matched
I J

as to type of surrounding commnity, However, the patents are more favor-

able to the school in the case of School A3, "This {s largely due to the

success of the principal in recruiting a good school staff."
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School Az and School By--Both of these schools are a'most entirely

Negro.: There are some middle class clements in both school zones. The
main difference between the two schools {s a very favorable jarent attitude
to School A, and an unfavorable attitude to School B,. In School AA’
parents' meetings are described as ''fabulous" by the School-Community
Coordinator--100-200 parents per meoting. 1This is attributed to active
community participation by the principal, "ile is a dedicated school man
with primary concern for educat{ng the children wetl. This rcquires

conmmuni ty involvement, and he is willing."

School Ag‘and School BS--Although these two schools are very simflar
in ethnic composftion, therc arc¢ morc pupils on free lunch in School A
(67 percent versus 32 percent), However, since $chool Ag fs the higher
achieving school having the greater percent of pupils on free lunch, the
school is superior in reading to School Bs in spite of any presumed advun-
tage on the part of School Bg, because it had fewer low income children.
1t will be noted from table 2.4 that School As is considered by the School-
Cormunity Coordinator to have the advantage in community conditions and
attitudes,

Perusal of the interview protocols reveals no details which might
provide a possible cxplanation for the superiority of School A5 in teading.
The School-Cammunity Coordinator cxplaincd that there is considerable
contention between the school toard and the parents of School Ag.

"The parents consider this school, rightly or weongly, an cxarple of what
they don't want."

School Ag and School B.--The school community coditions as revealed

by the intervicws do not indicate an advantage in this respect for either

school of the pair. As is indicated in tbdle 2.4, School Ay is woderately
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superior in general 1living conditions. On the other hand, School Bg has a
distinctly suporior image among parents and community.

Analysis of the interview details also makes clear that in the com-
parison of this pair of schools, the influence of the principal cannot be
considered superior in the case of School A6' The evidence is that the
actions of the principal of School B, are superior in enlisting community
support. The explanation of the superior reading scores in School Ay must
be sought in factors other than schoolscommunity conditions,

Peer Pupil Relationships in the Schools

One of the research hypotheses of the atudy is that the level of
reading achievement in the school ie influenced by the quality of chil-
dren's peer relationships. Smooth ard rfriendly pupil relationships nay
be assumed to promote learning and achievement, while friction and
unfriendly attitudes retard achievement.

The sociometric characteristics of the experimental and control
schools were surveyed by means of the Class Sociometric Questionoaite
(Appendix H), 1In each of the 12 schools, the fifth grade was
salected as representative of the school as a whole. All fifth grade
c¢lasses were surveyed except junior guidance classes and classes for
the physically handicapped,

The Class Sociometric Questionnaire consisted of a five-point scale

(continuum) designed to measure the extent to which preadolescents accept
their peers and are, in turn, accepted by them, 1t is a refinement and
extension of the widely-used Ohio Social Acceptance Scale. The scale
discriminates between five degrees of social distance (three accepting,
one noncommittal, and one rejective). Ths scale requires every subject
to give each of the other members of Ns class a rating of 1, 2, 3, &,

ot 5 depending on the extent to which he socially desices thea, The
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weanings attached to the ratings arc as follows:

Scale Value Meaning
1 Very, very best friend
2 Good f{riends
3 Not friends, but okay
4 Don't know them
5 Not okay

Simple explanations of the five rating categories which define their
rmeaning arc presented to each pupil. Each pupil is thus able to under-
stand the meaning of the values available for him to assign to his
grougnates.

Table 2.5 indicates the number uf pupils studied, number of socio-
metrfc ratings analyzed and the mean value of peer rating. As may be
noted, the number of pupils in the higher achieving schools virtually
equalled the number of pupils in lower achieving schools, Since a 50
percent sample was taken, the number of fifth-grade pupils {n eich of the
schools participating in the rescarch was actually twice as great as the
figure indicated.

Every pupil represented in table 2.5 was asked to rate all of the
other members of his class, and the total number of these ratings vas
analyzed, The number of sociometric ratings analyzed greatly exceeded
the number of pupils studied.

The number of suciometric ratings analyzed in the higher achieving
schools was approximately equal to the number of sociometric ratings
analyeed in the lower achieving schools. A Kruskal-Wallis, a onc-way
nonparagetric anslysis of variance based on rankinges, was applied to
determine the statistical significance of differences obs2rved between
the sociametric data collected for both groups of schools studied. The

5 percent level of confidence was selected,
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TABLE 2.5

Analysis of the
Class Sociometric Questionnaire

——— e

‘Number of Pup/ls [No. of Soclometric Mean Value of
School Pairs Studied Ratfngs Analyzed __Peer Ratings
Al 67 1,967 3.13
BI L6 1,005 2.83
A2 80 2,128 2.61
32 74 2,338 2.74
A3 63 1,793 2,85
53 48 1,263 2.64
Aa 91 2,499 2.88
B& ) 61 1,681 2.90
As 46 1,272 2.56
BS 113 3,078 2,78
AG 49 1,245 2.73
B6 60 1,583 2.59
A 196 10,904 2.81
TOTALS: 402 10,946 2,75
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As table 2.5 indicates, the weighted mean for the relatively higher
achieving schools combined was virtually equivalent to the weighted mean
for the relatively lower achieving schools. The differences between the
two wmeans is not statistically significant. It represented only 1.5 per-
cent of the length of the sociometric scale applied. The observed absence
of a statistically significant association between level of school achieve-
ment and quality of sociql climate, as measured, In the 12 paired schools
is supported by the fact that the slight differences that were observed
between the means of the two schools In each pair did not consistently fall
in any one direction. That is to say, in threec of the pairs the lower
achieving schools evidenced the higher mecan values, while in the three
remaining pairs the higher achieving schools did. No tendency or trend
for peer ratings in the higher achieving group to have higher mean values
than peer ratings in lower achicving group was in evidence.

Consequently, no mecaningful difference between the quality of peer
relations in higher achieving schools and lower achieving schools was
observed. A similar climate appearcd to cxist in both groups. The hypo-
thesis that the school differences in reading achievement may he explained,

in part, by differences in pupil social climate is rejected by thesec data,



CHAPTER 111

ANALYSIS OF THE READING PROGRAM

This chapter of the report contains the analysis, discussion, and
conclusions based on data gathecred from classroom teachers using the instru-

ment, Appraising Growth in Reading, and from the observations of trained

reading supervisors recorded on the instrument, Observer Guide-Reading.

Copies of thesc instruments are found respectively in Appendixes A and B.

Appraising Growth in Reading

The instrument Appraising Growth in Reading is an adaptation of a system

of observation initially developed by Lorne H. Woollatt for the Baltimore
Public Schools, 1t is designed to evaluate the reading program along the
following nine dimensions:

1. Experiential Reading

2, Comprehension in Silent Reading

3. Facility in Oral Reading

4, Vocabulary Development

5. Use of Books

6. Teaching Method

7. DPupil Growth

8. Tcacher Characteristics

9. FEnvironment

The instrument is an cvaluative checklist, Teachers rate their

reading program on each of the 46 items comprising the nine categories
using a scale of "emphasis' graduated as follows: no (2), little (3),
moderate (4), hecavy (5) emphasis. A code of (1) was used if the category

was not applicable. A total of 108 cteachers completed the instruments:

- 3) -
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54 teachers in Type A schools and 54 tecachers in Type B schools.

The responscs were tallied and combined into three categories:

1) Little or No Emphasis, 2) Mcderate Emphasig and 3) Heavy Emphasis.
These categories were assigned score welghts of 1, 2, and 3 respectively.
The data were then analyzed using t-tests and chi-squares.

Table 3.1 presents the response frequencies, category mean scoreg and
their standard deviations for the nine categories rated. The items which
comprise each category are also entered in the table. The critical ratios
(t-test for independent groups) for the mean differences were highly sig-
nificant for all categories. The teachers representing Type A schools,
whose reading achievement significantly erxceeded the Type B schnols,
consistently rated all aspects of their reading program higher than those
in the Type B schools. The fact that Type A teachers had a hirher opinion
of their reading program than Type B teachers may be duc either to a
faithful reporting of the truth or an extraneous group factor, such as admini-
strative clima